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Abstract: Web 2.0 is a new generation of online applications on the web that permit people to collaborate and
share information online. The use of such applications by employees in organisations enhances knowledge
management (KM) in organisations. Employee involvement is a critical success factor as the concept is based on
openness, engagement and collaboration between people where organizational knowledge is derived from
employees experience, skills and best practices. Consequently, the employee’s perception is recognized as
being an important factor in web 2.0 adoption for KM and worthy of investigation. There are few studies that
define and explore employee’s enterprise 2.0 acceptance for KM.  This paper provides a systematic review of the
literature prior to demonstrating the findings as part of a preliminary conceptual model that represents the first
stage of an ongoing research project that will end up with an empirical study. Reviewing available studies in
technology acceptance, knowledge management and enterprise 2.0 literatures aids obtaining all potential user
acceptance factors of enterprise 2.0. The preliminary conceptual model is a refinement of the theory of planed
behaviour (TPB) as the user acceptance factors has been mapped into the TPB main components including
behaviour attitude, subjective norms and behaviour control which are the determinant of individual’s intention to a
particular behaviour.
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1. Introduction
The use of web 2.0 technology in enterprises is called Enterprise 2.0 (McAfee 2006). Its
implementation in organisations is useful and cost effective (Levy 2009; Mark 2007; Matt Brian Lisa &
Amy 2008). It facilitates the sharing of employee knowledge, experience and ideas in a collaborative
and interactive manner (McAfee 2006; Wigand 2007). Furthermore, it allows employees to publish
and share their ideas with others regardless of their position in the organisational hierarchy (Bughin
2008; Cook 2008; Tredinnick 2006). Compared with previous systems for knowledge management
and collaboration, enterprise 2.0 is community-based-user technology that supports collective
intelligent and lighter technology that is cheaper, flexible and easier to implement (Levy 2009; McAfee
2006; Pfaff & Hasan 2007; Wilensky & Redmiles 2008).
After an organisation introduces web 2.0 technology, the next step is for employees to adopt and use
it for knowledge management. However, this is not a smooth process and it may meet with employee
resistance and the time for adoption may be lengthy. In an interview with Andrew MacAfee, MacAfee
stated that Enterprise 2.0 is a bottom up technology that needs to be adopted from the bottom. In
addition, MacAfee stressed on the role of managers in helping to adopt Enterprise 2.0 rapidly by as
many employees as possible since this technology requires numerous number of users in order to
realise its benefits (Fahey 2009). Enterprise 2.0 is community based, the more employees adopt
enterprise 2.0 tools, the higher the chance for this system to succeed (Bradley 2007; Wilensky &
Redmiles 2008).Therefore managers need to understand what motivate employees to adopt
enterprise 2.0, what hinder them from the adoption and how they could deal with that using an
adoption model.
There are several models for general technology adoption; for example Moore & Benbasat (1991),
Davis (1989) and Venkatesh & Davis (2000). These models explain user’s attitude towed information
system according to some factors related to a general characteristic of the system (i.e. easy of use,
trainability...etc). Other studies investigated the acceptance of some of web tools in general or with no
attention no KM. Therefore, there might be other factors which have impacts on the acceptance of
Enterprise 2.0 according to the purpose or the application domain. There is a lack of studies to
investigate the adoption of Enterprise 2.0 for KM from a user’s perspective and to identify the
adoption factors, and how they impact on employee adoption of this technology. Therefore, a
systematic review of the studies that have been dome is very important to show the need for such
research. This requires gathering and analysing potential factors from IT acceptance, knowledge
management and enterprise 2.0 literatures.
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This position paper is part of a wider research project investigating the development of a user
adoption model for enterprise 2.0 that explains the factors that impact on employee adoption of this
technology based on an empirical research.
The rest of this paper is divided into three main parts. The first part (section 2, 3 and 4) will provide a
brief review of relevant literature. It will explore the concept of knowledge management within
organisations and especially the impact 2.0 technologies is having on this vital and growing area. The
emerging domain of enterprise 2.0 will be introduced with special focus on the issues and challenges
associated with its adoption in contemporary organisations. The second part which is section 5 will
present a literature derived model for enterprise 2.0 adoption. The final part (section 6 and 7) will
summarise literature review findings and outline the research that will be undertaken to empirically
test and validate this model.
2. Knowledge Management
2.1 What is knowledge
Since the vlassical Greek era, there has been an epistemological debate about knowledge (Alavi &
Leidner 2001). It can be viewed from manifold perspectives. Alavi & Leidner (2001) state that
Knowledge could be viewed as a state of mind and from this perspective Knowledge management
focuses on enhancing individual’s learning. Another perspective is Knowledge as a process. In this
case Knowledge and KM focus on knowledge’s creation, sharing and distribution (Alavi & Leidner
2001).
Davenport & Prusak (1998) support these two perspective and define knowledge as a “fluid mix of
framed experience, values, contextual information, and expert insight that provides a framework for
evaluation and incorporation new experiences and information. It originates and applied in the minds
of knowers. In organisatons, it often becomes embedded not only in documents or repositories but
also in organizational routines, processes, practices, and norms”. (Davenport & Prusak 1998 p. 5)
However Knowledge has been categorised in several ways, tacit-explicit categorisation is the main
and most cited one (Alavi & Leidner 2001). Kidwell, Vander Linde & Johnson (2000) defined explicit
knowledge as information which is documented and help to perform an action. Explicit knowledge is
easy to codify and communicate such as the content of an electronic machine manual, rules and best
practices (Alavi & Leidner 2001). On the other hand, tacit knowledge is knowing how and the
understanding that is embedded in a person’s mind (Kidwell, Vander Linde & Johnson 2000).
2.2 What is Knowledge Management
There are many definitions for KM but from mainly three perspectives: Techno-centric, Organisational
and Ecological (Mooney 2008). The relevant view of KM to this research is the organisational view.
From this organisational perception KM is defined as “... the process through which an organisation
generates value from their intellectual and knowledge-based assets. Most, often, generation value
from such assets involves codifying what employees, partners and customers know, and sharing that
information among employees, departments and even with other companies in an effort to devise best
practices.”(Levison 2007 p. 1).
In organisations, managing knowledge is considered a key to achieving a competitive advantage and
benefit for the organisations (Von Krogh 1998). A range of evidences shows the importance of
managing knowledge in organisations. According to the KPMG Peat Marwick (1998) survey almost
50% of the companies suffer from losing staff with 43% experiencing impaired client or supplier
relations and 13% of them affected in their income because of a single employee leaves. Cranfield
University conducted a survey in 1998 and found that most of the organisations believe in the
existence of much of the knowledge that they need somewhere inside the organization but
organisations face problems in identifying and finding it(Chauvel & Despres 200). Therefore, the
benefit of using KM in organisation has been recognized by many authors for example Danvenport &
prusak 2000; Mooney 2008; Kelleher & Levene 2001; Alavi & Leidner 2001.
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2.3 Knowledge Management process
KM is viewed as a process which includes several activities (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). These activities
are creating knowledge, storing and retrieval of the knowledge, transferring the knowledge and
applying it. Knowledge creation is developing new or modifying existing content (Pentland 1995) by
individual reasoning and/or collaboration of a group of people (Nonaka 1994). According to (Alavi &
Leidner 2001) using collaborative IT system will improve the process of knowledge creation.
Knowledge storing protect from losing track of knowledge in the future (Argote Beckman &Epple
1990). Organizational knowledge stored in different forms including documents, information in a
database, human knowledge codified in expert system, work procedures and most interesting tacit
knowledge in individual minds (Tan et al. 1998). Knowledge need to be distributed across
organizations’ projects and business unites and this knowledge transfer. IT system plays an important
role in these processes in particular the tools that allows employees to collaboration and connect and
communication easily like web 2.0.
3. Enterprise 2.0
3.1 What is Enterprise 2.0
A new web technology called web 2.0 has become a well known innovation. Web 2.0 is a new
generation of online applications on the web that permit people to collaborate and share information
online (Tapiador et al. 2006; Wigand 2007). This type of online application includes web blogs, wikis,
content syndication, content tagging and bookmarking, and social sites.
Web 2.0 tools have been potentially used by the public because of the major web players like Google,
MySpace and del.icio.us. The explosive growth of these types of applications has been observed by
people in industry and organisations have started to introduce Web 2.0 tools to enhance the work
productivity. Professor McAfee was the first to coin the Enterprise 2.0 term, which refers to the
adoption and the use of Web 2.0 technology by organisations (Brynjolfsson & McAfee 2007).
3.2 The role of Enterprise 2.0
Web 2.0 technologies are now used in organisations for different purposes. Firstly, collaboration is an
important aspect of Enterprise 2.0 in which a group of employees work together to write and edit
content on the corporate intranet (Bughin 2008; McAfee 2006; Tredinnick 2006). Secondly, some
Enterprise 2.0 tools can be used as a communication platform between employees, such as instant
messaging applications (Cook 2008). Furthermore, connection use is an essential aspect in
Enterprise 2.0, particularly in large organisations to socially connect employees who do not know
each other and who may work together in the future (DiMicco et al. 2008). Finally and more
importantly, Enterprise 2.0 applications may used by employers for Information and Knowledge
management (Creese 2007; Levy 2009; McAfee 2006; Tredinnick 2006). The focus of this paper is on
the use of Enterprise 2.0 for knowledge management within organisations.
3.3 Enterprise 2.0 and Knowledge Management
KM is more than just technical issues (Hasan 2003). However, information technology is viewed as a
critical aspect in managing organisational knowledge (Money and Turner, 2007). IT is an important
enabler that supports the KM process (Alavi & Leidner 2001; Chan & Parttick 2007) and spans some
of KM barriers such as organisational, time and geographic issues (Money & Turner 2007).
Evolutionary, different knowledge management technologies have emerged for example Expert
systems, document management system (intranet) and knowledge repository (Hasan 2003; schultze
2008). McElory (2003) categorise knowledge management systems into first generation KMS and
second generation or collaborative KMS. The first generation (traditional KMS) is systems like email,
Document Management System (DMS), Content Management System (CMS) and intranet.  In
contrast, the collaborative KMS allow employee to work together collaboratively to create knowledge
(McElory 2003).
In traditional KMS, the content is produced centrally, which is one of its problems, but the content
commonality is high (McAfee 2006). Yet, these approaches suffer from several problems. First, the
content in the KM system is generated by a small group of employees, which affects the richness of
the content. Secondly, current technologies for knowledge works are weak in capturing tacit
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knowledge and the experience of workers (Alavi & Leidner 2001; Pfaff & Hasan 2007). Some argue
that the traditional KM technology has drawbacks in engaging workers in KM and Knowledge sharing
(Davenport 2005 and Paroutis & Al Saleh 2009). Moreover, according to Al Ghassani (2002) the
traditional KMS cost a lot and not easy to be implement.
On the other hand, McAfee (2006) stated that web 2.0 collaborative system for KM is easy to
implement at a low cost. The use of web 2.0 for knowledge management is informal and allows
workers to discuss while working which helps to capture the tacit knowledge (Levy 2009 and Paroutis
& Al Saleh 2009). More importantly, this technology makes knowledge available all the time and
accessible from anywhere (McAfee 2006). Interactive KM technologies, Web 2.0, emphasise all
workers involvement in managing corporate knowledge (Alexander Vaughn &Tim 2003). It adds a
social connection nature on KM work in which everyone participates, shares and contributes
(Anderson 2007; Tebbutt 2007). Levy (2009) differentiate web 2.0 from traditional KMS principles by
saying web 2.0 allow decentralised knowledge management work. The following table shows the
deference between Enterprise 2.0 and Traditional KMS.
Table 1: The differences between Enterprise 2.0 and the traditional KMS
Enterprise 2.0 Traditional KMS
Cheaper More expensive
Light weight technology Heavy weight technology
Easy to implement and install Difficult  to implement and install
Used by anyone in the organisation Used by small group of people called knowledge
workers
Can capture tacit and explicate knowledge Difficult to capture  tacit knowledge
Enhance the collective intelligent Can’t
Create social environment for employee to
collaborate, discus issues and share knowledge
Can’t
Allow collaboratively small or big group of
people to create knowledge
Allow small group of people to collaborate and work
together in a particular artefact(group ware)
Easy and interactive way for employee to
identify and network with experts in the
organisation
Yellow pages is a way of static way to find people
All the drawbacks of traditional KMS mentioned above have motivated people to find alternative
solutions for KM.  Levy (2009) reported that a number of analysts doubt the success of most of the
traditional KM tools in organisations. In fact, their reputations have become poor among KM system
users and IT administrators. Acknowledged academics in the KM area like Alavi & Leidner (2001)
were looking for future technology that might be able to improve traditional KMS and be able to
process tacit knowledge. This is an important driver for exploring another approach like Web 2.0
technology that will resolve the KM system issues (Levy 2009).
Some academics like Alqahtani, Zakaria & Watson (2010 in pres), Creese (2007) and McAfee (2006)
value enterprise 2.0 benefits and at the same time highlight some challenges that might affect its
success. The adoption issues is one of the most critical challenges of enterprise 2.0 as it has been
reported in several case studies for example Walt Disney Company studios (Creese 2007). Steve
Wylie (2009) believes that an intensive discussion about what enterprise 2.0 is and what it can deliver
to business has taken place. Steve Wylie added that the adoption of such technology required further
study and investigation. More specifically for this research project User acceptance of Enterprise 2.0
in knowledge management will affect its success. This is because Enterprise 2.0 is a community
based systems, the more employees adopt enterprise 2.0 tools the higher the chance for this system
to succeed (Bradley 2007; Wilensky & Redmiles 2008).
4. Enterprise 2.0 adoption
In the context of IT systems, user adoption is the user’s intent to accept and use these systems. As
the level of user acceptance in using IT systems plays an important role in the success of these
systems, studying the factors that affect the acceptance of IT technology has been an important issue
(Davis, 1989). Consequently, several adoption models and theories including Rogers (1962), Moore &
Benbasat (1991), Davis (1989), Venkatesh & Davis (2000) and Venkatesh et. al. (2003) have been
developed and used to investigate the variables that have an impact on IT acceptance.
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The essential reasons for investigating the adoption of Enterprise 2.0 or any of its tools has been
recognised in academia as well as in industry. Many researchers for example (DiMicco et al. 2008;
Hester & Scott 2008; Kwai Fun Ip & Wagner 2008; Majchrzak Wagner &Yates 2006; Millen Feinberg
& Kerr 2006) investigated the user adoption of tools like wiki, blogs, social networking websites or
bookmarking. Yet, less attention has been paid to investigate the adoption of Enterprise 2.0 for
knowledge management within organisations. Nevertheless, some studies have investigated or
highlighted factors related to the technological, social or knowledge management aspect of enterprise
2.0 adoptions. The following table summarises theses studies and their findings.
Table 2: Enterprise 2.0 adoption studies
Study User acceptance factors Discussion Factorsclassification
Hester &
Scott(
2008)
Complexity, Relative Advantage,
Critical Mass, Organizational
Culture and Organizational
Compatibility (Need for Collaboration,
Need for Management of Dynamic
Knowledge)
Conceptual model for Wiki diffusion
with no data, derived from the
adoption theory and wiki literature.
The organisational factors is out of
this research scope
Self efficacy
Technology
Jackson
Yates &
Orlikowski
(2007)
barriers: time, technical complaints
Motivation Informational and Social
factors
Explore study contain interviews
and survey on a particular company
to get the User benefit and barriers
of Corporate Blogging
Technology
Recourses
Social
influence
Knowledge
sharing
DiMicco et
al. (2008)
Social networking –personal level
Social networking –advancing their
career
Social networking-campaigning for
their projects
investigating the user motivation
toward the use of social networking
in the enterprise via analysing the
users behaviour and interviewees
of using beehive social tool in IBM
Social
influence
Millen
Feinberg &
Kerr( 2006)
Motivation factor for user acceptance:
willing to share informational
resources
survey of 100 dogear (social
bookmarking tool by IBM) users
about the benefit of using social
bookmaking in enterprise
Knowledge
sharing
Bradley
(2007)
The organisational considerations
are:
Purpose to use, liberty, authorship,
nurture (management support) and
tipping point (critical mass)
The system considerations are:
Structure (user’s facilitators to do the
work), ease of use, ecosystem
(integration of the use of web 2.0 with
the daily work process),
discoverability (easy to discover the
content of the system) and seed
(initial content and key participant to
start the contribution)
Gartner industrial research to study
descriptively the adoption factors
for enterprise 2.0. The
organisational factors are out of this
research scope, however
authorship promoting it is important
in web 2.0 adoption within
organisation as many employees
think they need be taken literally
winch could hinder them from the
adoption such tool.
Technology
Self efficacy
Shin & Kim
(2008)
Perceived Usefulness, Perceived
enjoyment Perceived involvement,
Flow experience and Perceived
synchronicity
Survey to test the factors that
impact the user acceptance of web
2.0 (a case of social web sit in
Korea called Cyworld). As the focus
of this study is on a web 2.0 tool
use outside organisation and not for
KM, the technological factor only
can be subtracted
Technology
Chin-Lung
Hsu (2007)
Attitude: Technology acceptance
factors (Perceived usefulness,
Perceived ease of use and Perceived
enjoyment) and  Knowledge sharing
factor ( Altruism, expected reciprocal
benefit, reputation, trust and expected
A conceptual model has been build
from the literature based on the
theory of reasoned action, and then
tests these factors using a survey.
Technology
Knowledge
sharing
Social
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relationship)
Social Influence factor: social norms
and community identification
influence
Study User acceptance factors Discussion Factorsclassification
Paroutis &
Al Saleh
(2009)
History (that could be treated like
relative compatibility)
Outcome expectancy(perceived
benefits and reward)
Perceived
organizational/management support
Trust (i.e. Trust the quality of the
content, trust people to recognise
their contribution and trust other to
share their knowledge too)
Qualitative case study (TechCo
technology company) to investigate
the determinant of knowledge
sharing using web 2.0 technology)
Technology
Social
influence
Trust
Pfaff &
Hasan
(2007)
Openness Argument from the literature and
evidence from the success of
Wikipedia as an open platform to
contribute knowledge; and that
suggested wiki is a good KM
platform in organisations because
of it is openness that promote
employees participatory(bottom up)
Technology
Torning
(2008)
Motivation to use web 2.0 in
corporate
Time frame adopted from
(Amabile,2002)
Culture of sharing information and
ideas adopted from (Cynthia and
Harrington,2001)
Position paper on the CSCW(2008)
and its finding from the literature
Recourses
Knowledge
sharing
Shumarove
&
Swatman(
2008)
Four factors have been identified:
Performance, personal satisfaction,
compatibility and affordability
Content analysis research that
review research in the CSCW from
1997 to 2008 to investigate the
factors that motivate employees to
use shadow (informal) collaboration
tools  (i.e. wiki and blogs) rather
than the formal ICT. Performance
includes the technology speed and
system quality. Whereas personal
satisfaction include perceived
behaviour control to use the
collaborative tools.
Technology
Self efficacy
Herrmann
(2009)
Web 2.0 adoption facilitator support In this research, the author
describes how web 2.0 can be
adopted by employees for
continuing learning in
organisations. He argued that using
web 2.0 in organisation needs
social-technical system which
include organisational change( new
roles and tasks need to be
establish & content cultivation in the
web 2.0 context)
Recourses
Chai
(2009)
The factors are:
Trust (trust in blogger, trust in
information, trust the internet, trust
the serves provider)
Privacy concern
Social Ties
Reciprocity
This is a thesis paper that
empirically investigates the factors
that affect bloggers’ knowledge
sharing. A survey data collection
tool has been used with a sample
size of 446 student from two large
universities in U.S.
Trust
Social
influence
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Six key points emerge from the review of these studies related to enterprise 2.0 adoption and the
employees’ motivations or barriers for adoption such technology. First, users’ perception about this
technology characteristic is an important factor in the adoption process. In addition, social matters in
using enterprise 2.0 in organisational context influence user adoption of enterprise 2.0. Knowledge
sharing has been reported in many studies as a one of the key determents in accepting the use of
web 2.0 for knowledge and idea exchange among employees. Moreover, there is evidence from the
studies in table 2 as well as KM literature for the importance of trust as a factor that impact people
involvement in KM initiatives. Furthermore, self efficacy is an important factor. This factor is similar to
the perceived easy of use in the technology acceptance literature. However it does not mean only the
user’s perceived ease of use of web 2.0 but also the ability to contribute content. Lastly, the
availability of resources like time for employees to participate and use enterprise 2.0 has been
identified in the enterprise 2.0 literature.  These six factors are considered to be critical factors for the
adoption process. These six factors underline the importance of developing a new conceptual model
for enterprise 2.0 adoption for KM within organisations. The next section will present the proposed
conceptual model.
5. A new conceptual model
The aim of this research is to formalise the factors that impact employees’ adoption of Enterprise 2.0
for KM. This formalisation will be advised by a theoretical framework of adoption. There are various
models and theories might be used to study user adoption technologies for example Rogers (1962),
Moore & Benbasat (1991) and Davis (1989).
These models define some factors that affect the individual perception to adopt a particular system.
These factors are innovation or the system characteristics like compatibility, trial ability and
complexity. In other word, these models could explain the user acceptance of a technology or an
innovation in general according to technological characteristic. However, the aim in this study is to
understand a particular group of people, employees within organisations, acceptance of a specific
technology, which is enterprise 2.0, for a particular purpose which is knowledge management.
Therefore, there is need for a general theoretical framework that could explain people behaviour not
only according to technological factors.
The theory of planed behaviour explains the user perception that affect the behaviour not only
according to the behaviour characteristics, but according to the user general attitude about the
behaviour, subjective norms and behaviour control (Ajzen 1991). Thus, theory of planed behaviour
(TPB) could be used in this research to study (explore) the adoption factors which are associated with
user attitude toward using such technology, subjective norms and behavioural control of adopting
enterprise 2.0.
From the studies presented in table 2, the factors that have an impact on the adoption have been
synthesized and categorised into six main factors including Trust, Knowledge sharing, Technology,
Social influence, Recourses and Self efficacy.
Trust could be defined as “The subjective assessment of one party that another party will perform a
particular transaction according to his or her confident expectations, in an environment characterised
by uncertainty.” (Ba & Pavlou 2002 p. 245). In the context of this study, trust includes trust the quality
of the content generated, trust employees to recognise each other contributions and trust others to
share their knowledge.
The second factor is knowledge sharing which refer to the action of exchanging ideas, thoughts and
information among individuals (Chiu, Hsu & Wang 2006). Employees’ willingness to share is a
determent for the adoption of enterprise 2.0.
Moreover, there are some technological characteristics which have an impact on employees to accept
enterprise 2.0. These characterises might be general attributes for any technology like ease of use
and trainability , or it could be more web 2.0 specific like openness and discoverability. However, in
this study we group those characteristics under a general factor called technology.
The fourth factor is social influence which refers to a social motivation to connect employees with their
colleges for socialising or work purpose. Self efficacy in using and producing content for web 2.0 tools
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is an important factor. Some people may hinder their adoption of web 2.0 and sharing their knowledge
because they believe that they don’t have good writing skills.
The last factor is resources for instance time and effort. Employees voluntarily participate and share
their knowledge and this is a later priority. In other words if they have not been allocated the required
resources, this will impact on their adoption of enterprise 2.0 negatively.
In this paper, the six adoption factors have been mapped into the theory of planed behaviour. The
new model for enterprise 2.0 adoption for KM is developed based on this theory as it appears in figure
2.
Figure 1: The proposed Enterprise 2.0 user adoption model
6. Conclusion
Most organisations appear to recognise the benefits of tapping tacit knowledge. However,
organisations face problems in identifying and finding this knowledge. Therefore, strategies to assist
organizations to manage their knowledge are crucial for organizations to be competitive and
innovative. Organizations need strategies to tap tacit knowledge so that they can learn from their
employees and transform this knowledge across the organizations’ projects and departments.
Information Technology is an important enabler for managing organisational knowledge and spans
some of KM barriers such as organisational, time and geographic issues. IT technology that is used
as knowledge management platforms includes intranets, corporate websites and information portals.
Yet, these approaches suffer from several problems for example knowledge is created centrally by a
small group of employees, it is weak in capturing tacit knowledge. These conventional approaches
cost a lot to be implemented and are not focussed on enhancing the collective intelligence of the
organisation.
As explained earlier, the use of web 2.0 technology in enterprises is called Enterprise 2.0 and a key
role of these tools is to support knowledge management. Web 2.0 facilitates the sharing of employee
knowledge, experience and ideas in a collaborative and interactive manner. Compared with previous
systems for knowledge management and collaboration, enterprise 2.0 is community-based-user
technology that supports collective intelligent and lighter technology that is cheaper, flexible and
easier to implement. Enterprise 2.0 is a good solution for the traditional KMS limitations.
Enterprise 2.0 is a community based system, the more employees adopt the enterprise 2.0 tools the
higher the chance for this system to success. In other words, the benefits of Enterprise 2.0 are
conditioned by the user’s acceptance and adoption. The adoption of this technology may be affected
by several factors.  Thus, the literature of IT technology acceptance, knowledge management and
enterise 2.0 adoption has been reviewed.  As a result the factors that might affect employees within
26
Fayez Hussain Alqahtani et al.
organisations to accept or adopt enterprise 2.0 from knowledge management have been reviewed.
These factors might be technological or other factors. There are several factors that were suggested
by number of studies in technology adoption in general as well as web 2.0 tools adoption studies.
Based on these studies, a new conceptual model for Enterprise 2.0 user adoption for knowledge
management has been developed advised by th theory of planed behaviour (TPB). The distributed
factors gathered from these studies have been categorized in some groups including technology (i.e.
ease of use) knowledge management (i.e. knowledge sharing and trust), social influence and control
factors (availability of resources and the self efficacy). This model represents the most important
factors for the purpose of this study synthesised from the literature. The next stage after this paper is
an empirical validation of these factors by working with stakeholders. Consequently, the conceptual
model will be refined in this stage.
7. The proposed research (future work)
The research approach that will be used in this project is the multi-method approach (Gable 1994).  A
combined qualitative semi-structured interviews and survey will be conducted as part of this project.
The Qualitative semi-structured interviews will be part of an exploratory study to refine the Enterprise
2.0 adoption model developed from the literature reviewed in this paper. The sample size in the
qualitative study is not fixed and interviews might occur until the phenomena to be investigated is
understood (Creswell 2007). However, the researchers have a plan to interview 6 employees, 1 of
them will be a knowledge officer or Enterprise 2.0 initiative manager and the rest will be normal
employees. The interviewed employees will be selected from any large and medium-sized
organisation that has an early experience with using web 2.0 technology for KM. After that, the refined
model from the qualitative study will be tested using a survey instrument. Surveys are a very widely
used method and suitable for accommodating large sample sizes in a relatively short time that helps
to generalise research findings (Neuman 2003). The survey will be randomly distributed among as
many organisations as possible to investigate their employees’ perception about using Enterprise 2.0
for KM. After receiving the survey responses from the participants, SPSS tool will be used to analyse
the results.  There are two potential analysis techniques includes correlation and regression which are
going to be use to analysis the relation between the independent variables (adoption factors) and the
dependent variable (enterprise 2.0 adoption for KM). The rational for the adoption model being
developed by this research underscores the need to consider a variety of factors that influence
Enterprise 2.0 acceptance for KM use. A successful model for Enterprise 2.0 adoption should
substantially enhance the ability for organisations to make their Enterprise 2.0 project successful by
creating synergy between the technology and adopters needs and motivations.
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